The splitting of coordinate structures in Old English has traditionally been attributed to structural size or "heaviness", assuming that long, complex coordinate constructions required increased parsing and processing effort. In addition to this, most texts on Old English syntax take for granted that the split elements always appear in clause-final position. The conclusions in this paper -drawn from the analysis of a large corpus of Old English texts -imply a radical revision of these assumptions. They suggest that the role of syntactic heaviness should be reconsidered, and its importance minimised in favour of other considerations of a pragmatic and discoursive nature. The analysis of the position of the split elements confirms that they appear in non-final position much more often than has been assumed, producing syntactic discontinuity.
Introduction
Split coordination (illustrated in 1a-c below) is considered as one of the most characteristic features of Old English syntax, along with discontinuous constructions in general. In spite of this, it can be said that no successful account of the phenomenon has been produced to the present date, and that a number of central questions regarding its nature and grammatical status remain unsolved. Some of these questions are:
i. What causes coordinate structures to split up in Old English? ii. What is the position of the split elements?
Past studies of Old English syntax have rarely addressed these issues, as no large-scale corpus-based analysis study of the construction has been carried out to the present date. Considering that split coordination in Old English has not even been adequately described, the first aim of this study is to clarify some facts concerning the data, from where I will proceed to investigate the grammatical aspects that revolve around split coordination in Old English, analysing it from different linguistic perspectives such as syntax, discourse and information processing, in the hope of providing an answer to some of the questions mentioned before.
Method and materials
The method I have used in this paper consists of analysing all the instances of split subjects in a large corpus of Old English prose, as well as all the examples of unsplit coordinated subjects in the same contexts. 1 I think a comparison of both structures is more likely to reveal the underlying factors that govern split coordination than analysing examples of splitting alone, which has usually been the case in the literature. Lacking essential prosodic information (intonation, stress), which might provide crucial answers to many of the questions posed here, I have focused on the textual material, checking the relevant examples against different linguistic variables, carrying out statistical measurements of the data, and analysing the results in the light of recent linguistic theory.
The corpus consists of eight complete texts from the early and late Old English periods, arranged chronologically: For practical reasons I have limited the scope of this study to split subjects only, even though split coordination is a very pervasive phenomenon which applied virtually to any syntactic category in Old English. My work in progress involves the study of split objects, verbs and NP modifiers too.
(Bede); Parker chronicle (ChronA) We can isolate three major views on the causes of split coordination in general:
I. Structural complexity ("size", "heaviness…"): Split elements would be moved to the right simply as an application of the principle of end-weight (Behaghel 1909) , as the accumulation of complex elements to the left of the sentence would cause processing and perceptual problems (Hawkins (1990 (Hawkins ( , 1994 .
II. Focus, emphasis: The split element would be considered a communicatively salient one, and therefore detaching it from the initial conjunct and moving it towards the right of the sentence would be a way of highlighting it.
III. Afterthought. Split elements would be considered as late additions in the process of production of an utterance, which were not in the original plan.
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As far as Old English is concerned, a long-standing tradition (Reszkiewicz 1966; Traugott 1972: 97; Kohonen 1978: 185; Mitchell -Robinson 1986: 67) maintains that split coordination is caused by syntactic complexity ("heaviness"), assuming that Old English speakers found long, complex, structures (including coordinate ones) difficult to process, and therefore proceeded to break them into smaller pieces, placing some part of them to the right of the 3 Using a computerised tagged corpus like the York corpus of Old English (Taylor et al. 2003) would undoubtedly have made my data collection a much less hard and time-consuming job, but unfortunately the York corpus was still not available when I started gathering my examples on coordination in Old English. I have used it at times to confirm my own material.
clause. Under this perspective, split coordination would not be different from other right-extraposition phenomena such as Heavy-NP Shift or Relative Extraposition, which are said to respond to the same tendency. 5 This view has remained to a great extent unchallenged to the present day, in spite of the very thin empirical support it has, and even very recent texts on Old English syntax and web pages offering introductory courses on Old English syntax present this view as a matter of fact. 6 In what follows I will try to prove that "heaviness" (whatever its definition), is not a crucial factor in Old English split coordination.
Heaviness
The notion "heaviness" or "weight" is a very controversial one, and finding an adequate definition of it has received a good deal of scholarly attention in the last few years. Ferreira (1991), Hawkins (1994) , Rickford et al. (1995) , Wasow (1997) , Arnold et al. (2000) , Mondorf (2003) , to name only a few, have analysed and discussed the concept "weight" or "size" from many different perspectives and theoretical stances. From these studies two basic measures of syntactic weight arise: length and complexity.
i. Length (number of words). Syntactic weight is measured as the difference in the number of words between constituents (Hawkins 1990; Arnold et al. 2000) .
ii. Complexity (internal constituent architecture). The number of nodes, including phrasal nodes, determines the syntactic size of a given syntactic structure (Ferreira 1991), Hawkins (1994) , Rickford et al. (1995) .
The results of the corpus analysis reveal that -whichever of the two criteria to define heaviness we opt for -split coordination in Old English does not seem to depend crucially on it:
Criterion nº 1: Length Heavy subjects (in terms of number of words) subjects do abound in the corpus.
The following examples, despite having fairly simple internal structures, are 5 Postposition of heavy arguments has been traditionally claimed as the fundamental cause for the reanalysis SOV → SVO in the history of English. See Canale (1976) , Stockwell (1977) , Kamenade (1987) , Colman (1988) , Pintzuk and Kroch (1989 Table 1 . Average length of coordinate NP subjects in both split and non-split structures average number of words Split subject 5.4 Non-split subject 4.8
As we can see, the overall difference in average length is obviously too small to be of any significance to the application of the rule, as split and unsplit subjects in the corpus are roughly the same length.
Criterion nº 2: Complexity
Below is a series of examples of long, coordinated NP subjects, in order of increasing complexity. They range from instances in which the internal constituent structure (in terms of number of nodes involved) of the coordinated subjects is fairly simple (4a, b), to examples where we find subjects with very complex internal structures, including embedded 4c and even doubly-embedded 4d subordinate clauses: 4a There is no dearth of examples like these in the corpus. This, together with the evidence provided above, may well lead us to conclude that heaviness -whether defined as internal complexity or as length -was possibly not the most important conditioning factor in the splitting of coordinate structures in Old English. One further piece of evidence I would like to put forward against a grammatically-based weight-centered explanation of split coordination in Old English is the distribution and relative incidence of the phenomenon in the different texts in the corpus. If split coordination were -as Reszkiewicz (1966: 325) suggests -"… a basically linguistic, structural fact" and responded only to restrictions on the structural size of constituents, we should expect a more or less even distribution of the incidence of split coordination across the corpus. Contrary to expectations, the analysis reveals a rather uneven pattern: Table 2 . Incidence of split subjects proportional to total number of coordinate subjects (excluding coordinate subjects S n in sentence-final position) Figure 1 . Incidence of split subjects in the corpus
The overall incidence of split subjects in the corpus is nearly 20%, but whereas in some works the incidence is moderately high (around 30 % in the Anglo-Saxon chronicle and AElfric's Lives of saints), in others it is considerably lower (around 10 % in Boethius and WHom) or even zero (Cura Pastoralis). The date of composition does not seem to be a determining factor in the incidence of split coordination as there is no significant progression over time. It is also clear that some text types favour it more than others. Narrative texts (annalistic ones and AElfric's works) show a clearer preference for split coordination than texts of a descriptive or argumentative nature such as the Boethius or the Cura Pastoralis.
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Having discarded purely syntactic motivations ("heaviness") as the central cause of split coordination in Old English, we will discuss now the possibility that it is triggered by non-syntactic factors.
Focus
Transformational studies have dealt with split coordination (stripping in TG terms) 10 Bede is now considered as perhaps the Old English text in which the influence of Latin is greatest (Fischer et al. 2000: 31) , so -if we take split coordination to be a typical feature of Old English syntax -the low incidence in Bede does not come as a real surprise.
but have not explicitly addressed the question of the discoursive status of the split elements. Most of these studies assume -however -that split elements are somewhat emphatic, by considering split coordination as essentially the same rule as gapping (Jackendoff 1971: 26; Hankamer -Sag 1976: 409; Chao 1987: 2; Lobeck 1995: 27-28; Johannessen 1998: 222) . According to these authors, in gapping structures like 5 below the elements left after verbal deletion (remnants) are always contrastive with the corresponding phrases in the preceding conjunct, and are therefore in focus in the second sentence. This is clearly shown by the presence of pitch accent (a characteristic of focused elements) on each gapping remnant:
5) Sally ate the Sandwich and MAry Ø the HAmburger.
In split coordination in present-day English -6 below -the contrastive role of the split element(s) is reinforced by the obligatory presence of an additive adjunct or focal adverbial expression like too, also, or as well (Goodall 1987: 28-29) , (van Oirsouw 1987: 67) . This, at the same time, ensures the necessary conditions on structural parallelism between both parts of the coordinated construction for verbal ellipsis to apply. 6) Sally ate the sandwich, and Mary too.
* Sally ate the sandwich, and Mary.
In Old English split coordination, however, the presence of additive adjuncts like eac (swa), (eac) swilce, samod, or mid him is not obligatory, and quite often the split element appears in isolation in the second, coordinate clause. (See example 3a above and the table below): 11 This might be an indicator of the progressive move from pragmatic word order to syntactic word order in the history of English (van Hoorick 1994: 76) , and more recently (van Kemenade and Los 2006), as a need for parallelism in coordinate elliptical structures seems to be a characteristic of more syntacticised languages (Pérez Lorido 1996) .
In addition to this, in present day English split coordination, the split elements appear always in sentence-final position (a position very likely to receive prosodic focal attention), but this is not always the case in Old English, as we will see in section 3.2.
From these differences between split coordination in Old English and present day English we may have the feeling that split elements in Old English do not necessarily have the emphatic quality they have in present day English and that modern interpretations of split coordination may not necessarily hold for Old English. Unfortunately, very few attempts at analysing the discourse status of split coordination in Old English have been made to date, perhaps with the exception of Mitchell (1985) and Reszkiewicz (1966) .
In his monumental work, Mitchell is hesitant about what role to assign to split coordination in Old English. For a long part of his analysis ( § §1464-1472) he seems to play with the traditional idea of structural heaviness as being the ultimate cause of the splitting of coordinate structures, but in the closing section ( §1472) he is hesitant and concludes that "… there seems to have been a dislike of 'heavy' groups and perhaps in the early stages even an inability to handle them… but in view of the variations cited… it is clear that it did become at times a matter of style or emphasis" (Mitchell 1985: 616) .
The variation Mitchell refers to is the fact that sometimes both split and unsplit coordinate constructions in Old English seem capable of expressing emphasis. Emphasis on an element would be -thus -sometimes achieved by either detaching it from phrasal coordination and placing it to the right of the sentence (7a below), while at other times the cohesive status of phrasal coordinated structures would ensure emphasis on whatever elements stood within it (splitting them would then weaken the force) (7b): According to Mitchell (1985: 616) , the fact that each woman wished to be converted in 7a is emphasized by the separation of the two nominative groups, but in (7b) the now-known fact of the conversion of both women is emphasized, and therefore both subjects come together under the same coordinated NP. Reszkiewicz's (1966) conclusion that split coordination in Old English does not involve emphasis is not very convincing, as his argument is derived only from a comparison between Old English translations and their Latin originals. In fact, his statement that Old English split coordination examples "… render the Latin original… with no emphasis on the second part of the compound subject at all" (Reszkiewicz 1966: 314) is not really supported by data, as the Old English translations in the examples he quotes present a clearly different word order from that of the Latin originals:
8a) … ibi sepultus est ipse et Sara uxor ejus … ðaer he ys bebirged and Sarra his wif (Genesis xxx).

b) Diligo dominum meum et uxores ac liberos. Me is min hlaford leof and min wif and mine wenclo. (Exodus xxi).
c) Egressus est Noe et omnes cum eo. Noe ða ut eode of ðam arce and hie ealle ofer eorðan. (Genesis viii).
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It is true that it is very difficult to determine the communicative role of split coordination in Old English in the absence of any prosodic information. Sometimes it looks as though the choice between split or unsplit coordination was not determined by any grammatical or communicative factors, but was simply a decision made on the spur of the moment. 14 I think, however, that a close analy-12 Examples from Mitchell (1985: 616) . 13 Examples from Reszkiewicz (1966: 314-315 sis of the textual material will provide some interesting clues. In what follows I will try to prove that -in general terms -split coordination in Old English did not essentially have a highlighting or focusing function. On the contrary, I have found out that very often the split elements were relegated to a later position in the sentence because they were regarded as communicatively "less important" or because -if put together with the first element in the coordination -they would delay the presentation of important information in discourse. In addition to this, I hope I will be able to prove that -in general -subjects received more communicative attention in Old English if placed within phrasal conjunction than by splitting them. I have found conclusive evidence from three different sides of the phenomenon under discussion: the semantics of the elements involved in split coordination, the possibility of establishing internal subdivisions/groupings within coordinate split structures, and the difficult coexistence of phrasal coordinate subjects with topicalised NP objects in the same clause.
• The semantics of coordinate split subjects: A status hierarchy
In a very large number of instances of splitting of the subject in the corpus (71.1%) we can observe a precedence hierarchy in the presentation of the participants in the action. 15 This hierarchy is based on social status, reflecting the current world picture and social structure of Anglo-Saxon life: when expressing an action involving different coordinate subjects, the socially more important persons (the ones with the higher status, and often the central ones in the narration) are usually placed first in the sentence, and those participants with a lower status (and often with a less important role in the narration) are usually split and placed towards the right of the sentence (see 9a-d and Table 4 This arrangement of the coordinate subjects is also observable when the coordination consists of a long list of participants. In those cases, the most important one is usually introduced first and the rest appear at the end of the sentence, often closely following the aforementioned hierarchy based on social status: Therefore, if we assume that splitting somehow de-focuses some part of the coordination that Old English speakers considered less relevant, are we also to assume that focus or foregrounding of the elements belonging to the coordinate subject is achieved by letting them stay within the phrasal structures? I think so, and this is proven by the fact that all kinds of participants (i.e. persons of either equal 15a-b or of different social status 15c-e) may appear in unsplit coordinate subjects, as long as the writer/compiler considered they had participated -rather "collaborated" -in equal terms in the fulfilment of a goal: The two monks Peada and Oswi -who we assume worked closely together in the founding of the monastery -appear in the unsplit coordinate structure to the left of the verb, but Christ is not placed side by side with Saint Peter in the formulaic expression Criste, Gode… to lofe.
• Internal subdivision/groupings within the coordinate structure If -as we are suggesting -letting two or more NP subjects stay within phrasal coordination is a way of emphasising the coordinate structure as a whole, and subsequently each of its coordinate elements, then we should expect that internal subdivisions or groupings would arise within complex coordinate structures consisting of several NP subjects. This would allow the more important elements, now grouped into sets of two, three or more according to their inherent relevance, to stay within the phrasal structures to the left of the sentence, relegating the less important ones to the split portion. This is what happens in examples like 17 below: 17a) þa waerð martianus and eac seo modor dreorige on mode and heora men ealle. 'Then was Martianus, and also Celsus' mother sorrowful in mind, and all their men' (AELS 1.102.195 • Co-occurrence of coordinate unsplit subjects with topicalised objects
The final piece of evidence I would like to bring up in support of my claim that coordinate unsplit subjects in Old English are communicatively strong, marked units, with some inherent focality is somewhat indirect and comes from an analysis of the syntactic patterns in which coordinate unsplit subjects appear in the corpus. Let's examine Table 5 : As we can see, in the vast majority of the examples of unsplit subject coordination in the corpus, subjects precede objects. What I find revealing is the fact that, whereas in sentences with single, non-coordinate subjects, topicalisation of NP objects -with or without subject inversion -was very common in Old English, the incidence of topicalised objects in sentences with complex, coordinate subjects is very low (only 16 instances in the whole corpus). 17 16 "S" stands for subject, "O" for direct object, "V" for verbal nucleus and "X" for PP's and adverbials. * Excluding those instances where the object is a relative pronoun, or a topicalised pronoun the object of a preposition. 17 See Haeberli (2001) for a very interesting and up-to-date discussion on the conditions that govern subject-verb inversion after topicalisation of the object. Out of the 16 examples of topicalised objects followed by complex NP subjects in the corpus (in either OVS or OSV structures), 11 are pronominal and only 4 are fully nominal. See (i.) and (ii.) below for illustration of both:
Ðas writ seonde seo papa Agatho & an hundred & fif & twenti biscopes bi Wilfried aercebis-
In my opinion, the explanation might lie in the fact that the Old English language disallowed a structure with too many focal elements at a time. Topicalised NP objects (in either OVS n or OS n V structures) are focal due to their syntactic position, and on the other hand, coordinate subjects are inherently focal due to their complexity. Complex subjects appear in the corpus, thus, in those positions in which no information structure conflicts arise, i.e., initial and final position in the clause (the former, the typical position for both foci and unmarked topics, the latter the one in which end-weight predicts long subjects will land). We can also find complex subjects in medial position preceded by PP's and adverbial adjuncts and post-verbally after the application of the V2nd rule, but they do not normally co-occur with topicalised objects.
From what has been said so far I think we can conclude that split coordination in Old English does not essentially depend on the syntactic size of the coordinate subjects, nor does it have a primarily highlighting function on the split element. The only option left, then, is to consider split subjects as "afterthoughts". However, given that the notion "afterthought" is somewhat loose and open to different interpretations, I think a little comment on its implications is in order.
Afterthought
The abstract definition of "afterthought" quoted at the beginning of this section (i.e. "late additions in the process of production of an utterance, which were not in the original plan") is valid to explain some modern English facts, but I do not think it really holds for most instances of split coordination in Old English.
Many of the examples of split subjects in the corpus are very short sentences, like 1a and 3c above -repeated here as for convenience as 18a and 18b: 18a) Her Beorhtric cyning forþferde & Worr aldormon.
'In this year king Beorhtric passed away, and ealdorman Worr' (ChronA 800.58). so I seriously doubt that real-time constraints in producing these utterances (i.e. short-time memory limitations) should have really caused the "on line" insertion of the second subject. On the contrary, I think that in the process of conceptualising the message speakers may have had both subjects in store, but the pragmatic restrictions that prevent the co-occurrence under the same coordinated node of two pragmatically incompatible units (in this case participants from very different social status) caused the postposition of the second. This way, the postposition of the second subjects in split coordinated structures could be seen as an indirect way of actually highlighting the first. So, in the end split coordination "might be" a mechanism of focus assignment, but not -as expected -on the split part, but on the one that remains to the left of the sentence. This way, split coordination would respond to Givon's (1983 Givon's ( , 1988 Task Urgency Principle, which states that important precedes unimportant information, or that information that is communicatively urgent precedes that which is less so. In example (18a) above, for instance, the most urgent task would be expressing the death of king Beorhtric. Placing nobleman Worr in the same coordinate subject would prevent a quick closing of the subject-predicate chain, delaying the presentation of what the speaker considered important information. Not unsurprisingly, then, the highest proportion of split subjects in the corpus appears in narrative and annalistic texts (in which different actions involving many different characters are presented in fast succession), a suitable context for the use of such mechanisms of discourse organisation. Therefore, the characteristics of the genre or authorship of an Old English text may be determinant factors in the incidence of split coordination, which -as pointed out before -seriously challenges the view that split coordination is a grammatically motivated process.
Position of the split elements
In most of the analyses I am familiar with (with the exception of Reszkiewicz 1966) only examples in which the split elements appear in absolute clause-final position are discussed. 18 However, a close examination of the corpus data re-
